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THE LORD'S PRAYER 



IN 



THE REVISED VERSION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 



My dear Lord Bishop, Exbtbb, May 21, 1881. 

Early in this present year I was informed, to my extreme 
surprise and grief, that the Bevisers of the Authorized Version had 
resolved to introduce an alteration of vital importance in the 
Lord's Prayer. 

I find that they have issued the work with that alteration, 
substituting " the evil one " for " evil " in the closing petition. I 
observe, moreover, that the extreme gravity of the change is 
recognised by the Bishop of Gloucester and Bristol, who defends 
it in his speech addressed to the Upper House of Convocation on 
the 17th of this month. 

Certainly no change likely to be adopted by men so learned, so 
high in the estimation of their fellow-Christians, could be proposed 
which would produce a more general and lively feeling of astonish- 
ment and pain — a change affecting the prayer which bears the 
emphatic designation of the Lord's Prayer, in which every Christian 
sums up his deepest and most earnest petitions, in which the 
Church recognises the model and law of her devotions. 

Willing and ready as we are to accept the decisions of the 
Bevisers on most points of pure scholarship, and theological 
learning, on such a point as this all must be anxious to know on 
what grounds the correctness and the necessity of this alteration 
can be maintained. For my own part, after repeated and earnest 
inquiry, and, I must add, after consultation with scholars of the 
highest eminence, I have arrived at the deliberate conviction 
that its correctness is, to say the least, exceedingly doubtful, and 
its adoption by the Bevisers indefensible on the only admissible 
ground, that of necessity. 

I will endeavour, with all possible brevity, to state the grounds 
on which this conviction rests. 

B 2 
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We have first to consider the usage of the New Testament. 

The words " deliver us from " (pvo-at airo) may refer to deliverance 
either (a) from a personal enemy, or (h) from an impending 
calamity or a moral evil. 

(a) Li Bomans xv. 31, and 2 Thess, iii. 2, the Apostle refers to 
deliverance from unbelieving Jews,* a very different thing from 
praying to be delivered from Satan. 

(h) 1 Thess. i. 10 : *' Jesus, which delivereth (A. V. delivered) 
us from the wrath to come." The amendment is necessary, as 
St. Paul speaks of a continuous action on the part of our Lord. 
2 Tim. iv. 18 : " The Lord will (A. V. shall) deliver ma from every 
evil work," 

These passages certainly add force to the assumption that in 
the Lord's Prayer deliverance from evil, specially from moral evil, 
guilt and its punishment, is piimarily intended. It seems to me, 
and I think to the generality of Christians, more in accordance 
with the position of those whom Christ has delivered from the 
power of Satan, to pray to be delivered from moral evil, the sin that 
besets us continually, and from its penalty, than from " the evil 
one," the devil who will flee from those who resist him : James iv. 7. 
. I have not referred to passages in which the preposition cic is 
used instead of dTro.f There appears to be a real distinction, ck im- 
plying that the petitioner is actually under the power of an enemy 
or principle. The LXX., however, use ck and diro indifferently 
with pvofiai, which represents b^}, redeem, y^Khn, save, and most 
frequently b^vn, rescue. 

The Septuagint Version uses the verb pvofiai in reference to 
deliverance not merely from personal enemies, but from eveiy kind 
of evil, as in the following passages, which the reader will find in 
Tromm's Concordance, «. v. pvoficu :— Gen. xlviii. 16 ; Exodus vi. 6 ; 
Ps. xxxiii. 4, 17, 19; xxxviii. 12; 1. 15; liii. 7; Iv. 13; Ixxxv. 
12; xc. 3 ; cvi. 6, 20 ; cxxiii. 6, 7 ; cxliii. 8 ; Prov. ii. 11 ; x. 2 ; 
xi. 4; xxiii. 14; Job v. 20; xxxiii. 17, 30; Ezekiel xxxvii. 23. 
This is a point of considerable importance, since, as it is said, 
the alteration of the Bevisers is defended to a considerable extent 



♦ The Rcvisera alter the rendering in Romans — " the disobedient " in place of 
them " that believe not." The new rendering requires a note, since the Greek 
word is used specially of those who refuse to believe the Gk>i)pel. See Grimm, 
Lex. "N.T. 8,v. dtr€ie4a>, 

t The Revisers have kK in place of kfrh in 1 Thess. iv. 18, but against the 
greater number of MSS., and, as appears from Tischendorf 's note, contrary to 
numerous citations by Greek Fathers. 
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on the ground that pva-ai necessarily implies deliverance from a 
person. 

So far as this expression is concerned, I would simply urge the 
need of extreme caution, considering its bearings upon the state of 
those whom our Lord has redeemed, saved, and delivered from 
boni^age to Satan, and from his mastery over men*s souls. 

The real question, however, is whether toC wovqpov is masculine 
or neuter. 1. If it is certainly masculine, it is correctly rendered 
" the evil one," whether that evil one be a spiritual or human 
adversary. 2. If it is neuter, ** evil " is the only true rendering. 
3. If again the gender is doubtful, a double rendering — one in 
the text, another in the margin — is admissible, or necessary. 

1 . In support of the Bevisers' amendment, we have the important 
fact that 6 Trovrjpo^, "the evil one," is a designation of Satan in 
the New Testament. 

Thus, in Matt. xiii. 19, we read, " then cometh the evil one." 
St. John, moreover, in his First Epistle, four times uses the 
masculine adjective, with the definite article, as equivalent to 
Satan. 

This leaves no doubt as to the admissibility of the rendering, 
when it is supported by the context; but it must be observed, 
first, that the Epistle of St. John was written more than half a 
century after the delivery of the parable in St. Matthew, i.e, at 
a time when the expression, taken from the exposition of the 
parable itself, had probably become idiomatic; and, secondly — a 
point of great importance — that St. John does not represent the 
evil one as a foe, or tyrant from whom the Christian has to be de- 
livered, but as an enemy whom even the young men have overcome 
(1 John ii. 13, 14), and who is powerful over those only who 
abandon themselves to his influence : ch. v. 18, 19. As for the 
Christian, St. John assures us, tha.t evil one toucheth him not. 

2. On the other hand, St. Paul uses the Greek word (to iron/pdv), 
Kom. xii. 9, in the precise sense of " evil :" " Abhor that which 
is evil," lit. abhorring evil, i.e. wickedness. Again, to irovqpov (A. V. 
"that which is evil") is the expression used in a discourse of our 
Lord, Luke vi. 45, as the antithesis to ro ayaOov, '* that which is 
good." 

These are the only passages in the New Testament in which the 
gender is distinctly marked. They certainly do not settle the 
question, so far as the grammatical construction is concerned. We 
are free to choose that sense which is most in accordance with 
scriptural teaching ; in my opinion, it is that which fixes our mind 
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upon the real point of spiritual danger, — ^the sinful thought, word, 
or act which alone gives access to "the evil one," from whom 
Christ JuM ddivered every true child of Qod. 

3. We have now to consider the oblique cases (tov womfpov, and 
Tw iromjfm) which occur in St Matthew's Gospel. 

Ch, V, 37, 'Ek toO vavripov iariv. There the A. V. has, " cometh of 
evil." The Kevisers consistently give another rendering, " is of 
the evil one," in the text, and relegate " evil " to the margin ; thus 
implying a dissentient minority. 

But to that alteration there is the formidable and, as it seems to 
me, insuperable objection, that it must imply that every adjuration 
or oath is either prompted by Satan, or originates with him : a view 
which it is scarcely conceivable that any devout reader of the 
Bible should adopt. 

On the other hand, the statement that every oath, especially 
every oath used to confirm an asseveration, owes its existence to 
moral evil in man, is in full accordance with our expeiience and 
with the teaching of Holy Scripture. But for mutual distrust 
between man and man, it would never have been thought of; and 
when employed needlessly, lightly, irreverently, it involves serious 
guiltiness. But on solemn occasions, when it would otherwise be 
impossible to distinguish between thoughtless utterances and serious 
declarations, or when needed to convey full assurance to a timid con- 
science or distrustful heart, an oath is more than justifiable : it comes 
not from the evil one, but from the goodness of the utterer. We 
need only, refer to the numerous passages in which God Himself 
swears, in which our Lord complies with the solemn adjuration of 
the High Priest, or to those in which oaths are enjoined by the 
law, to prove that, although in every case the necessity or justifica- 
tion of such oaths " cometh of evil " in the heart or mind of man, 
who needs such assurances, it would be simply monstrous to attri- 
bute it to the suggestion or influence of the evil one. 

I must add that the latest and most thoughtful commentators on 
this Gospel in Germany, viz, Weiss and Keil, defend and, in my 
opinion, prove the correctness of the rendering of this passage in 
our old Authorized Version.* 

Matthew v. 39 : M^ avrta-T^vcu tw irovqpw. A.V. " Kesist not evil." 
The Revisers, " Resist not him that is evil." Here it is a point of 



* They are supported by a considerable number, in fact by a majority, of the 
ablest modern critics, e.g. Luther, Oalovius, Bengel, Rosenmuller, Tholuck, 
De Wette, Bleek, Ewald, Achelis, and others. Meyer is answered fairly and 
conclusiyely by Weiss. 
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considerable importaiieo that althongh the Bevisers, and the gene-^ 
rality of modem commentators, adopt the masculine adjective, they 
do not suppose that it refers to Satan. That would, in fact, be in 
direct opposition to scriptural teaching. •^The evil one,^ if a 
personal agent, is the man who inflicts the injury. 

Chrysostom, however, on whose authority special reliance is 
placed with regard to the petition in the Lord's Prayer, here 
brings in the personality of Satan ; thereby materially weakening 
his authority as a sound expositor, especially on a point where he 
might be influenced by prevalent notions, 

I do not object to the new rendering, though for my own part 
I should prefer the old rendering, understanding it as referring to 
evil treatment. "Evil" in the abstract undoubtedly includes 
** injury " or " wrong," which Christians are bound specially, when 
persecuted for conscience' sake, to bear without struggle or 
murmur. It is not so obvious that they are not to stand up against 
any " evil one " who may assault them illegally : bear witness our 
Lord's remonstrance (Matt. xxvi. 65; John xviii. 2S), and the 
conduct of His Apostles under similar circumstances. As it seems 
to me, the injunction is closely connected with the last of the 
Beatitudes, ch. v. 10, 12. 

Ch. xiii. 38 : ol viol tov irovrjpov. A.V. " The children of the 
wicked one." E.V. "The sons of the evil one.*' It is perhaps 
unnecessary to question the propriety of this rendering, in which the 
Bevisers accept the old version with a slight modification. The 
use of the masculine is justified, and will probably commend itself 
to most readers, as it is accepted by the generality of commentators, 
ancient and modem. 

It may, however, be observed that if the words were rendered 
the children or sons of evilj they would correspond more nearly to 
the expression the children of the kingdom in the preceding clause ; 
and that they would be in full accordance with the idiom common 
in the New Testament, " children of light," " children of obe- 
dience," "children of disobedience," "children of perdition." 
Both expressions as here used are, in fact, explained by our Lord 
in the following verses — the one, them that do iniquity ; the other, 
the righteous. 

It should also be noticed that the old versions favour this ren- 
dering. The Old Italic had " filii nequitisB," according to the two 
best MSS., Vercell. Veron. Jerome, following another ancient 
reading of the Old Italic, sc. Cod. Corb., has " filii nequam," wiched 
children, not children of the wicked one : he would have used 
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maligni had he meant t;hildren of the evil one^ a rendering adopted 
in the later Cod. Bresc. of the Old Italic 

It is scarcely necessary to extend this inquiry to other books in 
the New Testament. Speaking generally, in one case, Eph, vi. 16, 
the masculine is determined by the context : in others, either ren- 
dering gives a satisfactory meaning, though, in my opinion, the 
neuter in some is preferable, as in 2 Thess. iii 3 ; 1 John v. 19 
(where the expression " lieth in evil " is clear and perfectly intelli- 
gible, whereas " lieth in the evil one " * appears to me extremely 
difficult), I am, however, not concerned with the question whether 
the masculine, bringing before us the personality of Satan, is an 
admissible rendering in the Lord's Prayer, or in any disputed 
passage. It suffices for my immediate purpose to show that it i» 
not a necessary, or even generally preferable, rendering — ^preferable, 
that is, to an extent which justifies its adoption in the text of the 
Revised Version. I hold and think that I have shown that the 
neuter evil rests on not less high authority than the masculine, 
the evil one : certainly ifc is not excluded by comparison with other 
passages in St. Matthew's Gospel or in other books of the New 
Testament. 

We have now to inquire whether there are sufficient grounds to 
determine the sense in which the words tov irovrjpov^ or the^ Ara- 
maic equivalent «K?^2, would naturally be understood by the hearers 
of our Lord, and by the first readers of the Gospel. 

For a decisive answer to this important question, we have to 
ascertain the usage of the Septuagint and of the Targums. 

The answer given by the Septuagint is clear ; and, as in other 
cases of doubtful interpretation, I hold that it should be regarded 
as conclusive. 

The word Tronypos occurs very frequently: it occupies three 
columns in Tromm's Concordance. 

When it is found without the article, it corresponds to jn, evil, or 
njn, toickedness; where it occurs with the article, it represents the 
Hebrew ynn, that which is evil. 

To TTovrjpov, in the sense of evil, moral and spiritual evil, is one 
of the commonest forms. It occurs, e, g,, eight times in Deuter- 
onomy, and repeatedly in the historical books. In the Psalms we 
have David's saying, to irovrjpov ivdnrtov a-ov iTrolrja-a ; Hebrew, 



♦ In this passage the neuter is certainly supported by the Coptic Version, 
probably by Dionysius Alexandrinus, in a note attributed to him in an ancient 
catena, ap. Migne, pp. 1594, 1599, as also by the critics quoted in the preceding 
note (p. 6). 
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^i^^y ^Ti'? Vy}], "I did this evil in thy sight" (Ps. xli. 4, A. V.). 
Compare with this Isaiah v. 20 ; and Amos v. 14. In the oblique 
cases, worrfpcv, irovrjp^y the word means '* evil :" see Gen. ii. 9 ; Lev, 
xxvii. 10, bis, 33, bis; 2 Sam. xiii. 22 ; xix. 36 ; Eccles. ix. 3 ; and 
Ecclus. iv. 20. 

The masouline 6 irovrjpo^ is used, as is also its Hebrew equivalent, 
of couise, to designate a wicked man, when an individual is pointed 
out; but it is never used in the Septuagint to designate the " evil 
one." It certainly would not occur to any one flBuniliar with the 
language of the Septuagint, to interpret the word as equivalent to 
Satan ; nor is it at all probable that in a Gbspel written specially 
for the use of Hebrew Christians the words rov wovrjpov would be 
employed in any other sense than that generally, I may say 
universally, accepted by readers of that version. 

Not less decisive is the usage of the Targums, which undoubtedly 
represent the form in which lessons from the Bible were publicly 
read or expounded to the contemporaries of our Lord. 

K, as I doubt not, the Sermon on the Mount was spoken in the 
vernacular language of Palestine, the words used by our Lord 
would be understood in the sense supplied by the Targums. 

Now the words corresponding to to Tronypov are either 8^21, 
that which is evil (e,g. Deut. iv. 25, and ix. 18; Syr. taiO}), or 
KK^a, or fc^lJK^?, in the general sense evil, " malitia." 

For 6 wovrjpoq both Targum and Syriac have generally \^21 l^ay, 
" a doer of what is evil." 

It is certain that neither the Targum nor the Syriac of the Old 
Testament uses the expression *' the evil one " as meaning Satan. 

Thus, as respects the Targums, I have but to repeat, and urge 
not less strongly, the argument drawn from the use of the 
Septuagint. 

The testimony which the ancient versions, especially the Old Italic 
and the Syriac, bear to the opinions or traditions of primitive 
Christendom is justly held by the Bevisers to be of paramount 
importance.* In reference to the passage now under consideration, 
that testimony would be conclusive, were it unanimous or unam- 
biguous. It is, however, open to question, but I am greatly mistaken 
if it does not tell in favour of the old rendering rather than of that 
adopted (as is evident, not without serious misgivings as to its effect 
npon their readers) by the majority of the Eevisers. 



* The Bishop of Gloucester and Bristol, in his speech in Convocation, May 17 
(Guardian, May 18), said, " In all more difficult passages we have ever given 
special heed to the great early Versions." 

B 3 
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The Old Italic, followed by Jerome, has "libera nos a 
malo/' There is no yariation here in the MSS., so far as I can 
ascertain. 

The question is, of course, in what sense the words a maio are 
to be taken. 

On referring to other passages, I find that in eyeiy case but one, 
where the Greek certainly points to a personal agent, and specially 
to Satan, both Jerome and the Old Italic have the word maUgnuSy 
not malus. 

The single exception (Matt. xiii. 19) to which I refer is, however, 
very important ; I have already alluded to it, and would on no 
account question its significance. I believe it to be the one saying 
of our Lord recorded in the earlier Gospels which determined the 
later usage of the Church. It was spoken, however, long after the 
Sermon on the Mount, and is far from proving that when that 
great discourse was uttered the hearers would attach such a 
meaning to the expression. 

Next to the Old Italic Version, which, together with what we 
find of old African Versions from Tertullian to Augustine, repre- 
sents the traditional interpretation in the Western Churches, come 
in order of time the older Syriac Versions, the PeshitO, in 
Walton's Polyglott, and that published and commented by Cureton. 
Especial weight attaches to this testimony, inasmuch as it is 
highly probable that the very word used by our Lord himself in 
the passage now in question is preserved in those Versions. That 
word is biaho, which in the Targums, and in old Eabbinical 
writings, is the exact equivalent of ynn. 

But this too leaves the question now before us undecided. Biaho 
in Aramaic, ue, both in Chaldaic and Syriac, is the strong form of 
hish, and is equivalent to " evil " with the definite article. Its 
gender, masculine or neuter, in every case is determined by the 
context. Thus in the first passage cited by Buxtorf, Lex. Ohal., 
we read, " If thou doest that which is evil, malum (hisho), with us " 
(Gen. xxxvii. 20); and again in the first quotation from early 
Babbinical writings in Levi's ' Chaldaisches Worterbuch,' i, p. 95, 
the sense is marked with equal distinctness, " doest thou good to 
an evil man (bish), so doest thou evil (6wAo)." 

It is indeed true that the word is used throughout the New 
Testament in this Version as a designation of Satan; but we 
should not be justified in assuming that the other, more general 
and certainly more obvious, meaning did not present itself first 
to the minds of those who listened to our Lord*s teaching at the 
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commencement of His public ministry: if so, we must surely 
conclude that it was the me^ng He intended to conyey. . 

The -ffithiopic Version leaves no doubt as to the sense in which it 
was understood by the translator, who may be assumed to represent 
the mind of a considerable portion of the Church in the fourth 
century. This is the date giyen by DiUmann, the best auth^ity. 
Others assign it to the sixth or seventh century ; but it certainly 
represents a very ancient interpretation. It has, ** deliver us from 
aU evilJ* 

The Coptic (M) has InneXg^tOO*** the word which, I believe, 
it uses invariably to render to Trovrjpov, Perrone, the highest 
authority, holds it to be neuiety Lex. Cop. p. 840, Had a personal 
agent been meant, all ambiguity would have been avoided by the 
use of either of two common forms.* 

It is true, however, that the Coptic word here used occurs else- 
where (e.^., Deut. xvii. 7 ; xx. 21 ; and Matt. xiii. 38) as a mas- 
culine noun, and that the Sahidic Version has ninONHPOC, a 
rendering which most probablyt indicates a personal agent. 

The Gothic of XJlfila has af thamma ubUiny corresponding to the 
Old Italic, malum, i.e. evil, not the evil one. The Anglo-Saxon has, 
alya us of yfie. 

On the whole it may be safely asserted, that although the testi- 
mony of these versions may be ofeu to discussion, in no case can it 
be alleged as conclusive in favour of the new rendering, especially 
as understood to refer to the Arch-enemy, and that while all the 
versions are perfectly compatible with the old rendering, one, the 
-^thiopic, unquestionably supports it. 

It may be added as another proof of the usage in Palestine that 
where Satan is spoken of in early Eabbinical writings he is either 
called Satan, or the Destroyer, or other similar names, but that 
he is never called simply and absolutely " the evil one," jnn. In a 
very ancient prayer used on the Sabbath in synagogues we find 
the petition " may they be delivered from every evil, and specially 
all evil accidents." In the Talmud we have a considerable number 
of prayers attributed to ancient Eabbis : see especially the prayer 



* peqpiieTrg^COOT <>' eCJg^tOOT* I^ ^*> ^ » general rule the 
form quoted above is appropriated in the Memphitio Version to the neuter. See 
a very striking instance of this in 1 John v. 18, 19, where d vopriphs is rendered 
nmOItapOC, and TV iroyrip^, JULUmeTTg^tOOT. 

t Not certainly ; for when Greek words are taken into the Coptic Version the 
translators keep the first and simplest form anchanged—e.g., M6TXPHCT0C 
for " goodness/* 
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in the first treatise of the Talmud, Beraohoth, foL 60. 2, and also 
fol. 16. 2, near the bottom of the page, where Satan is named and 
called the Destroyer.* 

It must surely be inferred that had our Lord intended to fasten 
the attention of His hearers or His disciples upon the personality 
of Satan, He would have chosen a specific designation instead of 
one with which all must have been familiar in the sense of evil, 
moral, spiritual, and physical. 

I trust that no incompleteness or weakness in my statement of 
this argument may affect its cogency. To me it appears con- 
clusive. 

Unless passages can be adduced from the Septuagint, the Tar- 
gums, or early Eabbinical writings, designating Satan as the 
evil one, it seems to me scarcely conceivable that our Lord, 
addressing His countrymen, should have used the expression in 
the seuse adopted by the Bevisers. 

We have now to consider the witness of the Church, as recorded 
in the writings of the Antenicene Fathers. I do not at all under- 
value the witness borne by later Fathers, — among them stands 
foremost Chrysostom, in many respects the greatest expositor of 
the writings of the New Testament, — but it may be stated, with- 
out at all derogating from their legitimate authority, that they 
represent the views of their own age, which certainly differed in 
many subordinate points, especially in matters of exegesis and 
traditional interpretation, from those of the earlier Fathers. I would 
also observe that when we come to the writings of the fourth and 
fifth centuries we find a marked difference in representations of the 
relative positions of Christians and the Arch-enemy. The earlier 
Fathers agreej as I believe, with the scriptural view, which 
looks upon him as an enemy who has been expelled from the pre- 
cincts of the Church, whom the Christian as such opposes, resists, 
and overcomes, armed, as St. Paid describes him, in the panoply of 
faith, and safe under the protection of his Lord.t But after the 



* I quote the passage as one of great interest in its bearings generally, and 
specially upon this question. D^3B ny» l^^^^tH^J' 13^n^«'n ^DB^D JIV"! *n^ 

^^ May it please thee, O our God, to deliver us from impudent men and from im- 
pudence, from the evil man and evil accidents, from evil disposition, firom an 
evil companion and evil housemate, and from Satan the Destroyer." 

t It should be borne in mind that to ^' deliver to Satan " was in New Testament 
language equivalent to " excommunicate." This implies that the Christian in 
communion with the Body of Christ had no need to pray to be delivered from 
Satan, for he was not in Satan's power. Exhortations and warnings against fear 
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tion of the new rendering, demands most serions consideration ; it 
will probably be accepted as conclusive by the generality of 
readers. 

We cannot, however, bnt inquire on what grounds it rests. The 
natural impression would be that references, clear and unmistake- 
able, to the view adopted by the Eevisers, are to be found in writers 
of the apostolic age, or in those of the £j:st sucoession, or, at the 
furthest, in writers of the second or third century. 

Now I may. err, and it is proverbially an unsafe position to 
assert a negative, but with the utmost deference to such authority 
I venture to assert that no allusion to this view of the meaning of 
the petition is to be found in the so-called Apostolic Fathers, or in 
Justin Martyr, or in Iren»us, or in Clement of Alexandria, or any 
of their contemporaries, or in short in any Greek-speaking Father 
earlier than Origen. If there be any such allusion, it has wholly 
escaped my observation, or been obliterated from my memory — a 
thing very improbable, considering the concentration of my atten- 
tion during many years upon this and kindred subjects. 

As to Origen, I certainly would not question his learning, unsur- 
passed knowledge of Holy Scripture, or his thorough earnestness 
and sincerity. No one,.however, will question, on the other hand, 
the fact that he was apt to introduce new thoughts, new specula- 
tions into the sphere of Christian doctrine, and that his exegesis, 
always ingenious and deeply interesting, is not unfrequently 
mystical and fancifuL Still, if in interpreting this clause his 
utterances were clear and always consistent, if they bore primd 
fade the appearance of being simply the record of a generally 
received interpretation, I should accept them, if not as absolutely 
binding upon modem expositors, yet as of exceeding weight in the 
determination of the point in question. 

Now, in the Benedictine Index to Origen I find but two refer- 
ences to this petition in other works than the treatise on Prayer : 
which will be considered separately. The first reference is to 
' Selecta in Fsalmos,* tom. ii. p. 661a, in the- Latin translation of 
Eufinus, — an untrustworthy, but in this case probably a fair expo- 
sitor. In it Origen certainly identifies the evil one with Satan: 
but it should be observed that he imports this meaning into Ps, x. 16: 
a striking instance of his mystical style of interpretation. The 
next reference is in the same treatise, p. 668 f, and it is equally 
remarkable as indicating the prevailing tone of Origen's exegesis, 
"Forte jubemur cum quodam mysterio etiam in oratione petere, 
dicentes libera nos a malo." In fact, it implies that the literal 
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differs from the mystical interpretation, whieh, aooording to Origen, 
points to Satan* 

Certainly from these two passages, found in the Latin transla- 
tion, no one would safely infer that the literal interpretation 
adopted generally by the Greek-speaking Fathers, even of Origen's 
time, much less of an earlier time, inyolved the identification of 
Tciv wovrjpov with Satan. 

The treatise on Prayer stands on a different footing. It was dis- 
covered in the seventeenth century, and has been generally received 
as the work of Origen. For my own part, I have always felt much 
doubt as to its genuineness ; it appears to me inferior in style and 
in power of thought to the Greek works of Origen, and I do not 
remember to have found quotations from it either in the ^iXoKoXia 
or in writings of Origen's followers or admirers. If, however, it be 
accepted as genuine, it would certainly prove that when Origen 
wrote it he adopted the interpretation, if not as previously received 
— ^a point, to say the least, exceedingly doubtful — ^yet as according 
with the general tone of his somewhat mystical and certainly verj 
loose exposition of the Lord's Prayer.* 

It would involve far more time than I can now devote to this 



* I leave this paragraph as it stood in the first issue of my letter, but I have 
'since read the treatise again, and with much care, and come reluctantly to the 
•conclusion that it was written by Origen. I say reluctantly, for it is full of wild 
fancies, and contains nearly all the worst errors attributed to that great teacher 
by his assailants. But at the same time two points have forced themselves upon 
my attention, of considerable importance in their bearing upon the present ques- 
tion. (1) The treatise appears to have been written for the special use of some 
personal friends, and to have been little known beyond their circle ; otherwise it 
would be difficult to account for the omission of all reference to it in the writings 
of his ablest followers, and in the attacks made upon him by Jerome and other 
unscrupulous critics, who would have found in it ample material for ensuring his 
condemnation. (2) A second point strikes me as important, but it would require 
very exhaustive l^eatment to compel general acceptance. C)onsidering the 
absence of testimony as to any early admission of ^a reference to Satan in the 
Lord's Prayer, and on the other hand the very remarkable influence of Origen 
upon the exegesis of the Greek and Latin Fathers of the fourth and fifth cen- 
turies, I am disposed to believe, though I should hesitate to assert, that this 
interpretation was first introduced, as it was certainly urged upon the Church, 
by Origen himself. His influence is strongly and truly described by Tillemont, 
turn. iii. p. 585 : " Je croy qu'on pent assurer que depuis lui jusqu'k S. Chry- 
sostome tons ceux qui ont travaille avec quelque estime sur I'explication des 
Ecritures, ont 4t4 ses disciples, et n*ont gu^re dit que ce qu*ils avoient appris 
de lui." 

I have observed, not without surprise, that the passage with which we are now 
concerned is not referred to by the soundest and most judicious expositors who 
recognise fully the genius of Origen, e.g. Basil and Gregory Naz. ; whereas 
it has a prominent place in the exegesis of Gregory of Nyssa, equal in lepning, 
but far inferior in judgment, to those great men. It comes out strongly m later 
writers of the schools of Alexandria, Palestine, and Syria. 
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iterpretation was adopted by later 
remembor, but cannot of course 
that Athanasius, or any one of bis 
ect at all.* This, however, I may 
all early Fathers deals with the 
p frequently, invariably and in the 
evil one and his agents as utterly 
ed of all power, and the object of 
ence to the Christian as such. It 
)ble treatise on the Incarnation of 
I and his disciples praying for the 
n, for the discomfiture of all who 
ier his influence;- but I, for one, 
)art to be delivered from his power. 
Lay expect full information, espe- 
5 their foremost members a scholar 
ontributed more to our knowledge 
Jhurch. 

e not, on a point of verbal inter- 
Greek Fathers, we must yet claim 
position as witnesses to primitive 

is question is TertuUian. It is to 
) on the Lord's Prayer TertuUian 
levehe nos a malo^ without giving 
inference would be that in what- 
sed the word, in that TertuUian 
'^n that malignus, not maluSy was 
f the Old Italic Yersion when the 
esiguated. This interpretation, 
Old Italic; for libera TertuUian 
ertainly more appropriate to the 
,s a Bishop of great learning and 
L to me, is scarcely intelligible. 
)ver,/ De Fuga in Ter.' c. 11, Ter- 
rendering — " erue nos a maligno." 
m scarcely be accepted as a witness 
The difference of rendering may 
explained by, a change of feeling, 

me are in Didymus Alexand. c. ]\IaTiioh. 
ohn, p. 1806, ed. Migne. Didymus was a 
jn. 
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such as might be evolved in the spirit of a separatist, especially in 
th& direction of Montanism. 

We have, however, two most weighty attestations to the mind 
of the Latin Church ; and considering the very close contact of 
the author of one with the Greek-speaking Eoman Church, and of 
the other with the deepest movements of the Christian spirit, we 
may be justified in taking them as representatives of Western 
Christendom. 

First, let us hear Cyprian (De Oratione Dominica, p. 106, ed. 
Fell.) : '' Sed libera nos a malo, comprehendentes adversa cuifcta, 
qu» contra nos in hoc mundo molitur inimious.*' (" But deliver 
us from evil, comprehending all evils which the enemy devises 
against us in this world.") Here the leading thought is deliver- 
ance from every evil, of which he traces the origin to the Arch- 
enemy, but wliioh he certainly expresses by the neuter adjective. 
Very special importance attaches to this exposition of Cyprian. 
It is evident from the statement of Hilary of Poitiers, that early 
in thci fourth century, the treatise in which it occurs was regarded 
as authoritative. In his Commentary on St. Matthew, Hilary says 
that he need not give any exposition of the Lord's Prayer, since 
*' de orationis sacramento necessitate nos commentandi Cyprianus 
vir sanctfiB memorisd liberavit." (Tom. i. p. 689.) 

Now for the witness of S. Augustine, foremost among the teachers 
of Western Christendom. In the 130th Epistle, § 21, Augustine 
gives a concise exposition of the Lord's Prayer. Upon this last 
petition he says, " Cum dicimus ' libera nos a malo' nos admonemur 
cogitare, non jam nos esse in eo bono ut nullum patiemur malum. 
Et hoc quidem ultimum quod in dominica oratione positum est tarn 
late patet, ut homo Christianus in qualibet tribulatione constitutus 
in hoc gemitus edat, in hoc lacrymas fundat, hinc exoriatur, in hoc 
immoretur, in hoc terminet orationem." 

No wordrt were ever spoken .in more entire harmony with the 
teaching of our Lord, with the language of Holy Scripture, with 
the deepest feelings of Christians ; but they rest wholly upon that 
interpretation of the petition which we are asked deliberately to 
abandon, in favour of one which will excite feelings of pain or 
repugnance in millions of devout and trustful hearts *. 



* The following passage, pointed out by a correspondent, is of great value, 
as showing the mind of the Western Church. It occurs in the old Mozarabic 
Utui?gy : ** liberati a malo, confirmati semper in bono:* See Neale's * Tetralogia 
Liturgica,' p. 166. 
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specially from sin and wickedness, and in comparison with such 
petitions occupy a secondary place. These are the thoughts pre- 
bented in the first place to the mind of every Christian child, present 
to the last to the spirit of the aged Christian, in fullest accordance 
with our Saviour's words as expounded in our old Authorized 
Version, and impressed indelibly upon every Christian heart. 

I do not propose to examine interpretations given by modem 
commentators. Certainly none can be regarded as equal in autho- 
rity, and in varied learning, to the company of the Eevisers, whose 
joint opinion, were they absolutely unanimoiLSj would outweigh all 
conflicting expositions ; but inasmuch as in the Commentary which 
I have edited the old view is maintained by Dean Mansel, and by 
myself in a brief note, I may be justified in stating that the latest 
and some of the ablest commentators in Germany — Ewald, Bleek, 
Weiss, Keil, and Achelis — regard the rendering as either the more 
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probable or the only correct one, and defend it by arguments 
wbicb. appear to'me conclusive.* 

Your Liordship has justly deprecated hasty criticism, hasty adop- 
tion, or basty rejection of any part of a revision prepared with 
unprecedented care by a body of scholars such as have never pre- 
-vicuBly been combined in this great work. If, however, I am not 
wholly naistaken in the position taken throughout this letter, it does 
appear to me of infinite importance at once to bring before the 
great body of Christians the alternatives between which they have 
to cboose, and the main arguments which can be alleged in support 
of either position. I have reason to know the intense feeling of 
surprise and regret, not merely in the case of unlearned and weak 
minds, but of scholars eminent for intellectual as well as spiritual 
qualifications ; and I cannot but hope that arguments which have 
long since convinced my own mind, which have also been sub- 
mitted to and accepted by some of the ablest scriptural expositors, 
may relieve many of painful anxiety, and satisfy them that, what- 
ever may be said in favour of the new rendering, the old rendering 
has, I will not say equal, but higher claims to our acceptance. 

Habty in one sense this criticism may be, for this letter has 
been written very rapidly under sudden pressure ; but the grounds 
on which the arguments rest, and the conclusions at which I have 
arrived, have been long present to my mind, and have been 
deliberately recorded and reconsidered since I first learned that 
the alteration was likely to be adopted by the Bevisers. 

I have the honour to be. 

My dear Lord Bishop, 

Yours most sincerely, 

F. C. COOK. 



* Ewald, Die drei eraten Evangelien ; Bleek, Synoptische ErUarung der drei eraten 
Evv., p. 307 ; Woisa, Das MaUh«u8-Evangelium,y. 187, note 1 ; Keil, Commentary 
ilh&r d. Ev. d. Maith., p. 192 ; Achelis, iHe Bergpredigt, p. 288. So also Stier, 
Reden Jesu, i. p. 218 ; and Oremer, W&rterhuch der N. T, Ordeitdt, p. 514. I do 
not cite these German writers as singly, or even conjointly, of higher authority 
than the whole body of tiie Bevisers, but as showing that very able and certainly 
independent critics of different schools concur in maintaining the sense adopted 
in our Authorized Version, each and all of them attaching full weight to the 
arguments which have been urged against it. 
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